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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

1 . Applicant's amendments, filed 10/19/2006, have been fully considered and 
reviewed by the examiner. The examiner notes the amendment to the drawings and 
therefore the objection to such has been withdrawn. Also, the examiner notes the 
amendment to claim 1 . In view of the amendments, the obviousness double patenting 
rejections over US patent 6623608 has been withdrawn because the reference fails to 
teach forming the resistive film after forming the OLED on the substrate. Claims 1-1 1 
remain pending in the instant application, with claims 2, 5-6, and 9-11 withdrawn due to 
a restriction requirement. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicants arguments filed 10/19/2006 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

The applicants have argued against the combination of '432 (Umemoto et al.) 
and '604 (Geaghan), stating that by modifying the '432 reference with the OLED film is 
contrary to the teachings of the reference because '432 is specifically directed to an 
LCD display and '604 is directed to a touch screen with a polarizer. However, the 
examiner disagrees. The references taken collectively would suggest to one of ordinary 
skill in the art that a touch screen comprising an LCD screen as taught by '432 can be 
modified to use an OLED screen because '604 discloses that LCD's and OLED's are 
known and suitable light emitting displays for formation of a touch screen. Please note 
that the test of obviousness is not an express suggestion of the claimed invention in any 
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or all references, but rather what the references taken collectively would suggest to 
those of ordinary skill in the art presumed to be familiar with them (In re Rosselet, 146 
USPQ 183). Additionally, the examiner notes the touch screen of '432, itself may 
include a polarizer (Column 3, lines 10-15). 

All other arguments by the applicant are directed to newly added limitations that 
were not present in the previously rejected claims and therefore such arguments are 
deemed moot and will be addressed in the rejections to follow. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 
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5. Claim 1 is rejected urider 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being obvious over US Patent 
6814642 by Siwinski et al., hereafter '642. 

The applied reference has a common assignee and inventor with the instant 
application. Based upon the earlier effective U.S. filing date of the reference, it 
constitutes prior art only under 35 U.S.C. 102(e). This rejection under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
might be overcome by: (1) a showing under 37 CFR 1 .132 that any invention disclosed 
but not claimed in the reference was derived from the inventor of this application and is 
thus not an invention "by another"; (2) a showing of a date of invention for the claimed 
subject matter of the application which corresponds to subject matter disclosed but not 
claimed in the reference, prior to the effective U.S. filing date of the reference under 37 
CFR 1 . 1 31 ; or (3) an oath or declaration under 37 CFR 1.130 stating that the application 
and reference are currently owned by the same party and that the inventor named in the 
application is the prior inventor under 35 U.S.C. 104, together with a terminal disclaimer 
in accordance with 37 CFR 1.321(c). This rejection might also be overcome by showing 
that the reference is disqualified under 35 U.S.C. 103(c) as prior art in a rejection under 
35 U.S.C. 103(a). See MPEP § 706.02(l)(1) and § 706.02(l)(2). 

'642 teaches a method for forming a OLED and touch screen, wherein the OLED 
is sensitive to high temperature and the touch screen includes a resistive film (abstract, 
figure 8). '642 discloses providing a transparent substrate, forming a flat panel OLED 
display on one side of the substrate and forming a resistive film using a low temperature 
technique on the other side of the substrate and forming a resistive touch screen on the 
resistive film (Column 5, lines 5-25, column 1, lines 45-61, figure 8, figure 2a). '642 
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discloses forming a first OLED device on the substrate and then forming the resistive 
film on the opposite side of the substrate (Column 6, lines 48-68). 
'642 fails to explicitly disclose depositing the resistive film at a temperature less then 
1 50°C, however, it is the examiners position that the process parameter of temperature 
is a known result effective variable. If temperature were too low it would result in 
improper coating and too high a temperature would result in detriment to the substrate. 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to determine the optimal value for the temperature of deposition 
used in the process of Siwinkski through routine experimentation, to effectively deposit 
the resistive film without effecting the already deposited layers. 

. 6. Claims 1 and 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being obvious over US 
Patent 6424094 by Feldman et al., hereafter '094. 

The applied reference has a common assignee and inventor with the instant 
application. Based upon the earlier effective U.S. filing date of the reference, it 
constitutes prior art only under 35 U.S.C. 102(e). This rejection under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
might be overcome by: (1) a showing under 37 CFR 1.132 that any invention disclosed 
but not claimed in the reference was derived from the inventor of this application and is 
thus not an invention "by another"; (2) a showing of a date of invention for the claimed 
subject matter of the application which corresponds to subject matter disclosed but not 
claimed in the reference, prior to the effective U.S. filing date of the reference under 37 
CFR 1.131; or (3) an oath or declaration under 37 CFR 1.130 stating that the application 
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and reference are currently owned by the same party and that the inventor named in the 
application is the prior inventor under 35 U.S.C. 104, together with a terminal disclaimer 
in accordance with 37 CFR 1.321(c). This rejection might also be overcome by showing 
that the reference is disqualified under 35 U.S.C. 103(c) as prior art in a rejection under 
35 U.S.C. 103(a). See MPEP § 706.02(l)(1) and § 706.02(l)(2). 

'094 teaches a method for forming a OLED and touch screen, wherein the OLED 
is sensitive to high temperature and the touch screen includes a resistive film (abstract, 
Column 3, lines 5-15, Column 4, line 59-Column 5, line 12). '094 discloses providing a 
transparent substrate, forming a flat panel OLED display on one side of the substrate 
and forming a resistive film using a low temperature technique on the other side of the 
substrate and forming a resistive touch screen on the resistive film (abstract, Column 3, 
lines 5-15, Column 4, line 59-Column 5, line 12, column 7, line 15, Column 11-Column 
12). 

'094 fails to disclose forming the resistive film on the substrate after the formation 
of the OLED film on the other side, however, it is within the skill of one ordinary in the 
art to recognize two ways of forming the successive films, either by first forming the 
OLED film and then forming the resistive film or visa versa. Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to have selected either method of 
forming, including first forming a OLED device on one side of the substrate and then 
forming a resistive film on the opposite face with a reasonable expectation of success. 
The prior art can be modified or combined to reject claims as prima facie obvious as 
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long as there is a reasonable expectation of success. In re Merck & Co., Inc., 800 F.2d 
1091,231 USPQ 375. 

'094 fails to explicitly disclose depositing the resistive film at a temperature less 
then 150°C, however, '094 discloses the OLED is sensitive to high temperature and 
therefore it is the examiners position that the process parameter of temperature is a 
known result effective variable. If temperature were too low it would result in improper 
coating and too high a temperature would result in detriment to the substrate. 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to determine the optimal value for the temperature of deposition 
used in the process of Feldman through routine experimentation, to effectively deposit 
the resistive film without effecting the already deposited layers. 

Claim 8: '094 discloses an active matrix OLED (Column 2, lines 34-60). 

7. Claims 1, 3-4, and 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over US Patent 6982432 by Umemoto et al, hereafter '432 in view of US Patent 
Publication 2001/0046604 by Geaghan, hereafter '604 and further in view of US Patent 
6534200 by Heuer et al., hereafter '200. 

" '432 teaches a method for forming an integrated LCD and touch screen, wherein 
the touch screen includes a resistive film (figures, abstract). '432 discloses providing a 
transparent substrate, forming a LCD display (3a) on one side of the substrate and 
forming a resistive film (41) using a low temperature technique on the other side of the 
substrate and forming a resistive touch screen (4) on the resistive film (abstract, figures, 
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Column 2, line 57-Column 3, line 40, Column 6, lines 15-20, column 7, lines 20-25). 
'432 suggests forming the resistive film (41) directly on the substrate including the LCD 
screen (Column 6, lines 17-57). 

'432 discloses forming a integrated display device with a resistive touch screen 
and a LCD, but fails to disclose using a OLED film. However, '604 discloses combining 
touch screens with a number of display devices, including LCD, CRT OLED, and 
plasma (0045). Therefore, taking the references collectively, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to form a OLED in the process of '432 with a 
reasonable expectation of success because '604 discloses touch screens are known to 
be used with OLEDs. The prior art can be modified or combined to reject claims as 
prima facie obvious as long as there is a reasonable expectation of success. In re 
Merck & Co., Inc., 800 F.2d 1091, 231 USPQ 375. 

'432 in view of '604 teach all the limitations of these claims as discussed above 
and '432 also disclose forming the resistive film by sputtering ITO, however, the 
references fail to teach applying a resistive polythiphene by spin coating. 

'200 discloses polythiophene deposited by spin coating is a known equivalent for 
ITO used as transparent electrode films (Column 22, lines 1-15). Substitution of 
equivalents requires no express motivation. In re Fount, 213 USPQ 532 (CCPA 1982); 
In re Siebentritt 152, USPQ (CCPA 1967). Alternatively, it would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention was made to modify '432 in 
view of '604 to use a polythiophene deposited by spin coating as a transparent 
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electrode with a reasonable expectation of success because '200 discloses 
polythiophene deposited by spin coating is a known and suitable electrode material for 
display devices and the selection of something based on its known suitability for its 
intended use has been held to support a prima facie case of obviousness. Sinclair & 
Carroll Co. v. Interchemical Corp., 325 U.S. 327, 65 USPQ 297 (1945). 

'432 in view of '604 and '200 fails to explicitly disclose spin coating at a 
temperature less then 150°C. However, it is the examiners position that the process 
parameter of temperature is a known result effective variable. If temperature were too 
low it would result in improper coating and too high a temperature would result in 
detriment to the substrate. Therefore it would have been obvious to one skill in the art at 
the time of the invention was made to determine the optimal value for the temperature 
of deposition used in the process of '432 in view of '604 and '200 through routine 
experimentation, to effectively deposit the resistive film without effecting the already 
deposited layers. Additionally, as evidenced by the applicant's specification, at 
paragraph 0015, spin coating is known in the art as a low temperature coating. 

8. Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over '432 in 
view of '604 and '200 and further in view of US Patent 6229506 by Dawson et al., 
hereafter '506. 

'432 in view of '604 and '200 are applied here for all the same reasons as applied 
above, however, the references fail to discloses providing an active matrix display, 
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however, '506 discloses an active matrix display is known and suitable for OLED film 
and using an active matrix display only illuminates the for the pixels that are activated; 
thereby conserving energy and power (Column 1). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify 
'432 in view of '604 and '200 to use an active matrix display with a reasonable 
expectation of success to reap the benefits of providing a display with reduced power 
consumption because '506 discloses active matrix displays are known and suitable for 
use with OLED films. 

Conclusion 

9. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to David Turocy whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
2940. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday 8:30-6:00, No 2nd 
Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
' supervisor, Timothy Meeks can be reached on (571) 272-1423. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

David Turocy 
AU 1762 




